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The More ii.dvanCv^d Reading Development program ir* 
dcGigned to serve the needs of junior high school pupils 
whose reading ability is two or more years below grade level, 
based on their most recent city-wide reading test. 

The thruat of this program is enriched reading ins- 
truction for approximately 360 ntudents in J.H.S. 118, 
Manhattan, who will be pro.rrammod for foxir forty-five 
minute period..^ of individualized reading instruction per 
week. Instruction and supervision will be conducted by 
licensed tax-levy teachers and a MARD teacher, assisted by 
trained paraprof essionals. The program was scheduled to be.vin 
September 1, 1975, and end June 30, 1976. Pretesting of 
subjects was to be conducted in October, 1975, and pog5t- 
testing at the end of March, 1976. 

CnAPTiiR II. EVALUATIVE PROCEDURLb 

Evaluation Objective #1: To determine, 
if as a re:>ult of participation in the VudU) project, the reading 
rradc of pupilo attending 10% or more of the scheduled program 
sessions would chow a statistically islgnif leant difference 
between the real pontter.t reorcj; and the anticipatpd r^ocsh^- 
tect scores. 



The city-wide reading tcc.t wan adminintcrod in October 
1975, an a preterit; a different form of the^ same tcot wac 
adminiotered on'March 30, 1976, and oorvcd to por^tteot 
Gtudentw^ in the program. 522 otudento took the poottcnt; 374 
took the pretont. Dinchargco, exccncive abocncco and reached-- 
uling accoimtcd for the diminished numbers of ponttect ocoreo. 

Evaluation Objective #2; To determine the 
extent to vviich the program, as actually carried out, coincide 
with the program ao described in project proposal. 

The following activities were conducted by the evalu- 
ator in order to accurately estimate whether the program an 
carried out wac consictcnt with its dcocription in the 
Proposal: 

1. Visits were made three times to each of th^. 
Classen in which the I^iARD program was 
operating. 

2. Sevei^al liaison meetings were held with the 
project coordinator. 

3. Interviews were conducted with each cf the 
paraprof essionals assigned to the pro.^ram. 

4. Interviews were conducted with the ochodl 
principal and the reading; coordinator of 
the school. 



-3- 



CHAPTiiR III. Pli^DIi.GS 

Evaluation Obj^ctiv^- ffl: To detornino 
if, as a result of participation in the VlaoD project, 
the reading grade of pupils attending 707o or more of 
th. ccheduled program ^^esuion.:^ would ohow a r;tatir>tically 
significant difference between the real ptsttc.-^t scores 
and the anticipat^.d po^''^■ttoc^t scores, 

Ac- a r-.sult of participation in the More Advanced 
Reading Development Project (MiLRD), the mean reading grade 
cf 7th graders did show a statistically significant diff^;i-- 
ence between actual pcstt'.st and predicted posttest mean 
scores at the .01 leVel. 

Posttest scores for the 8th and 9th graders did show 
a gain •vor pretest seores; these gains, how ver^, were net 
statistically significant. These data are reported in the 
folltwing table. 

<jUi-ii'iAiiY Table 

O IT"f--i.ID£i USaDILCt xiLoJLTo' luiBiJ J^ixxjJ '^Ot .1973-76 

Group Mumbor ' PiFudlctud Actual 0\>haincd 
Tuctod PrutcGt JPcsttost Posttoct Value 
Prc/Po^it Date nuan iyi^ian Datp i'lGan .. of t 

7 99 84 10/75 4.69 5.01 3/76 5.51 4.39* 

8 132 116 10/75 5.49 5.80 3/76 5.60 ^.46 

9 143 122 10/75 5.80 6.06 3/76 S96 .fS 

*Sirnif ioancc at .01 level 
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An inspection of the data in th^ oummary Table 
rcvoalG the following: 

1. For the 7th grade th. prutv:8t moan score wac 4»69, 
the predicted pocttc-rit mean ocoru wan 3 •01 and the actual 
poGtteeit mean score waf^ ^.51. Therefor. , the 7th gradero 
achieved a m^an growth of 8,2 monthn anc^ exc^. ,,ded the pre- 
dicted score by 5.0 oionths* 

2. For the 8th grade the protect mean ocore was 5 •49, 
the predictiid postt. ot mean was 5.80 and the actual pocttest 
mean wac 5.60. Therefor. , th^, 3th graders: Geored a mean 
growth of .11 monthG but did not match th^.ir predicted po:3t- 
te^rb mean score. 

3. For the 9th grade the prete::t ni^;an war; 5.80, the 
predicted por.ttest mean wa^^ 6.06 and the actual poott^st 
moan was 5.96. Therefore, the 9th graders scored a mean 
growth of .26 months but did not match their predicted 
poL-ttest r. ean score. 

A possible explanation which can account for the posi- 
tive performance of tiie 7th . rade may be due to the fact that 
they are houb';.d in an ann x se^paratc from th.. main school 
which houses the 8th and 9th g*raden. Althou-^h th^ invest i- 
rator could dincern no subi^tantiv^. difference between the two . 
buildings, the annex being smaller offers its 7th graders an 
intimate atmosph re mor^": r.npyior'hiv^-^ of i .ndinf^ i ?^.i»iiY-M.i>'>f.y v;<irV 
on a remedial basis. 
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Evaluation Objective ii^i T» determine the 
extent to which tho program as carried out was conaistent 
with itG description in the PropoGal. 

Duration, Enrollment and Attendance ; The pro.:rain served 
the stipulated number of students (374) who wure readin:- at 
least two yearG below grade level. Placement torsts, oral 
ruadin;. tuf/to and quvtitionnaires wero adraini:;tcred to insure 
correct dia moDio, placement on workin. ' levels and proscrip- 
tiontj. 

On the avera.-e, tstudentn w^;ro enrolled for four periods 
of instruction a week in addition to their regularly 3cht.duled 
period of En.'lish intitruction. iiecause of late notification 
of funding and difficulties in as^^igning qualified perivonnel, 
program activities did not ber;in until the latter part of 
October, 1975* It ic scheduled to continue throu-^h June, 1976. 

Analysis of randomly selected att .ndance records from a 
number of project students indicated that the students attended 
reading development centers at least as frequently as they 
attended their other classes and it rjcems that they cut their 
re ad in classes less frequently than the general student popu-- 
lation cut theirs. 

supplies ^ Fi at'L.- rials and IjQ uipiaent : In most im-.tances 
three levels of individualized self-paoin^r i^dading mat^.rjal 
were provided in abundance to meet the needs of students at 
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different levels of readin^g prof ici^^ney • In evidence were 
a multiplicity of individualized reading programs including: 
Globe j3ook*s hini Units in Heading > Open Lnded otories , uRa 
Keading Kits, Lippincott^s iieading for i-maning , ocope maga- 
zine, teacher prepared sKill sheeti:, etc. Classroom facilr 
itic'S were judged to be more than adequate with large airy 
rooms amply stocked to be the rule. 

Pro.1v. ct Activities ; In nearly all of the classes 
observed th^ teachers and the educational assistants worked 
skillfully and seamed to be highly e^upportive of their 
studentr.. The paraproiessionals were highly trained and 
were involved in collegiate preparation for teaching degrees. 
i4ost had attended workshops in reading, ana. weii^o desirous of 
doing more work on reading correction at the coliv.giate lovel. 

Acc'OJi-ate records were kept of the progreLis of each 
student and individual file folders were maintained in 
special cabin..ts and checked periodically to injure that, 
pupil progT'ess was stimulated* Classes were orderly and 
productive; they started on time and t^^aching personnel 
had little trouble in motivating their otudGnti:-' to work 
productively. 

Pro. -ram Administration : In spite of a late 'jtart, the 
l-iiiHD teacher Ghowcd cxcvuplary Icadoruhip quail tiuc^ In addi- 
tion to her tcachin;.' duties, the tiAiu) teacher also took res- 
ponsibility for coordinatin the activities of the other hudU) 
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reading clao^^eo., The^o rccponsibilitivO wore jud^ji-d t. 

be oxcoll.ntly adminiGtercd and tn. por.^on assigned to this 

project domonatratud a high degree- o^ competence and ability 

Close coordination wao maintained b.^wecn program i3upervi£3or 

and school administration. Credit needs to be giv.n to thw 

school principal and th.. school reading coordinator for 

abetting th. smooth functionin of the .uuJj pror.ram. 

Prior iu.commundation :.- -The following recommendations 

w.re made in th. la.t prior publioh.d study of tnia program; 

they are followed by the prec.mt .valuator's comments: 

1 "In the above clasG the fourteen students who 
. * were present were working together ^ ecope 
oViiis ^ook. This methodology was also present 
in a class of twenty-seven in the annex. I do 
not believe that this is an acceptable Remedial 
readim- methodology, a more definite, detaiiea 
diagnostic/prescriptive approach seems n^ce^oary 

to me." 

Comment: Individualized diagnostic/prescriptive 
approach waj implemented 

? "The i-iiau) wroa-ran functions in both the main 

school ^d' thf annex with the scheduling such that 
that the teachers must travel between ijne two 
buildings which is quite a distance. I -^fr'S^t 
think that a better schedule could be worked out 
assi:.-nin;g teachers to only one building. 

Goniment: To a large degree scheduling ^^^^t" 
culti.s have been obviated and there is much 
Ibsa travel time wasted by participatin.^ teacher^ 
in commuting between the schools. 

5. "The average vudiL) class size is approximately 
twenty-five registered t:tudents. (jive.n the 
poor disciplinary situation within the school 
and the decree of retardation of the parti ^.t- 
• pating students, I vioulrl r-.i^-ommnnrl bbat the 



class be reduced by at least ten students or 
that two or three rather than one, well trained, 
paras be assigned to one teacher. 

Comment: Rescheduling tf clascec has reduced 
class size. 

4. "There should be an attendance require- 
ment ftr eligibility for MARD. There is 
n# sense running a prograri for students 
wh» are absent for a large percentage cf it." 

Comment: Attendance has improved signifi- 
cantly over prior findings.. 

CiLaPTEK IV: SUi^ii'^iARY OP miJOR PIi^ljIi^CTS,UOi^jULb JlOiiS iiim 

Summary of the major I'indings. The major findings of 
this evaluation are: 

1. The students in the i^'hdiJ) program did progress 
beyond their recorded entrance achievement, riov^ever, only 
the 7th graders progressed beyond their expected achievement. 

2. The MAiO) program implementation coincided to a very 
high extent with the program as described in the Project Pro- 
posal. With the exception of the late hiring of rjome key 
personnel, the MiLPJ) program had the benefit of concistent 

and superior leadership. 

J. The abundant instructional materials and equipment 
>?ero jnnbx-^mion^^al in making the ^LiKD program a learning center 
which was both interei; tj.n^ and attractive for the ^-tudents. 

4. The i^hiiU) program olannroom fao.litif>ri jn gL^neral 
were very satirfactory * 
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Conclusions : The major conclufcsionc of this evaluation 

are: 

1. The hiKiiD program ±v. designed as a success experience 
for students. The program is provided in a non-threatening 
manner and is an excellent model which indicates that many of 
the students who have a history of academic failure may be 
reached. 

2, The individualis^;d "laboratory" approach to rcraedial 
reading manned by in? tinietional teame ±r, an effective modality 
to reach retard.ed readers. 

- Recommendations : The follcv/ing recommendations are 
offered: 

1. Retain the present emphasis on the small class, 
individualised format of ^L^U) program, 

2. Budviet some funds which will permit the replen- 
ishing of key.^., answer sheets, and other expendable, and usable 
materials. 

3. Retain, if possible, the leadership of this present 
supervisor of the program. 

4. Continue and, if possible, expand the fiARD program 
because it is an excellent approach to provide a dynamic edu- 
cational program for c:ervjoing th^i n^.odr. of th.: hargeh popu- 
lation. 
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